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PROPOSAL  FOR  REFORM 

If  there  is  a  lesson  to  be  learned  from  westfield  State  College, 
It  16  that  the  Board  of  Regents  must  come  to  grips  with  its  own  mission. 
It  is  time  for  a  reassessment  of  Its  role  6olely  as  an  advocate  for  higher 
education. 

There  is  a  presumption  within  higher  education  that  academic 
freedom  and  fiscal  autonomy  flourish  best  in  an  atmosphere  of  loose  manage- 
ment and  diffused  lines  of  authority. 

In  reviewing  the  Westfield  State  College  episode,  we  have  seen 
that  loose  management  nurtures  uncertainty  and  the  lack  of  business  proce- 
dures produces  chaos. 

Fiscal  autonomy  presupposes  self-imposed  management  control.  At  a 
minimum,  those  controls  should  be  equal  to  those  prescribed  for  all  agen- 
cies within  the  Executive  Branch.  To  achieve  a  balance  between  sound  ? 
management  practices  and  academic  freedom,  we  recommend  the  creation  of  a 
Division  of  Management  and  Audit  within  the  Office  of  the  Board  of  Regents. 
This  Division  will  put  higher  education  on  a  course  toward  sound  fiscal 
management  and  a  more  efficient  organizational  structure.  This  will  not 
compromise  the  concept  of  academic  freedom,  rather  it  will  allow  higher 
education  to  concentrate  on  academic  matters  within  an  established  manage- 
ment framework  of  authority  and  responsibility. 


The  initial  task  of  this  new  Division  should  be  to  gain  control  of 
all  trust  funds  in  higher  education.  This  unique  funding  mechanism,  which 
annually  places  over  $320  million  dollars  at  the  disposal  of  our  institu- 
tions of  higher  education,  is  in  dire  need  of  control. 

The  Board  of  Regents  is  presently  unable  to  evaluate  the 
appropriate  use  of  trust  funds  throughout  the  system  due  to  several  short- 
comings: 1)  There  are  no  guidelines  governing  appropriate  expenditures  from 
trust  funds;  2)  There  is  no  post  audit  program  in  place;  3)  Because  the 
Board's  reporting  format  calls  for  projected  expenditures  rather  than 
actual  expenditures,  these  reports  cannot  be  utilized  to  accurately  eval- 
uate the  operation  of  the  trust  funds.  Each  of  these  deficiencies  contri- 
butes to  a  serious  void  in  the  monitoring  of  trust  funds  at  the  Board  of 
Regents.  Strict  management  control  of  trust  funds  is  long  overdue  and  must 
be  addressed  now. 

The  Division  of  Management  and  Audit  will  enable  the  Regents  to: 


Design  a  Management  Operating  System  (MPS) 

This  system  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  regula- 
tions and  policies  pertaining  to:  organizational  struc- 
ture; personnel;  accounting,  especially  as  it  relates  to 
trust  funds;  inventory  control  and  purchasing. 


Implement  a  Management  Reporting  System  (MRS) 

This  system  would  provide  the  Regents  with  all  data 
necessary  to  effectively  assess  the  total  operations  of 
each  institution. 

Develop  a  Post  Audit  Program 

This  will  allow  for  selective  testing  concerning  insti- 
tutional compliance  with  established  operational  stan- 
dards. 


The  Division  of  Management  and  Audit  will  provide  a  cohesive 
management  system  by  requiring  the  Chancellor  to  address  issues  such  as 
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student  fees,  tuition  waivers,  and  the  use  of  trust  funds.  The  assessment 
of  these  issues  will  lead  to  effective  checks  and  balances  and  restore  the 
public's   confidence  in  higher  education's  ability  to  govern   itself. 
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SUMMARY 

The  overriding  issue  concerning  Westfield  State  College  (WSC)  is 
whether  the  state  officials  involved  in  the  resolution  of  the  complaint 
acted  within  the  parameters  of  their  authority  and  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  educational  system  under  their  stewardship.  The  actions  of  these  offi- 
cials within  higher  education  have  been  challenged  with  respect  to  the 
agreement  negotiated  and  the  settlement  which  resulted. 

We  find  that  all  who  were  involved  on  behalf  of  the  Commonwealth 
in  the  meetings  and  negotiations  which  led  to  the  final  agreement  with  the 
student  were  well-intentioned.  They  firmly  believed  that  ten  thousand 
dollars  plus  the  value  of  the  tuition  waivers  was  a  reasonable  price  to  pay 
in  order  to  avoid  the  potential  for  a  much  larger  civil  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  Commonwealth. 

Those  who  participated  in  the  meetings  that  led  to  the  Memorandum 
of  Agreement  were  traversing  an  uncharted  course.  Sexual  assault  charges 
against  a  college  president  created  a  situation  without  precedent. 
Procedures  were  not  in  place  to  guide  administrators  at  the  Board  of 
Regents  and  Westfield  State  College. 

However,  we  still  mu,st  conclude  that:  a)  the  agreement  was  flawed; 
b)  the  Board  of  Regents  was  not  informed;  c)  the  WSC  Board  of  Trustees  was 
unaware  of  the  events  leading  to  the  agreement  and  the  subsequent  payment. 
Overall,  there  is  a  lack  of  documentation  from  the  initial  complaint 
through  the  final  written  agreement  and  settlement. 

We  found  that: 

1.  The  alleged  victim  was  never  interviewed; 

2.  No  written  statement  was  obtained  from  the  alleged 
victim; 
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3.  No  written  statement  was  obtained  from  President 
Pilecki; 

4.  There  was  a  failure  to  verify  and  document  the  con- 
ditions stated  for  the  agreement,  specifically: 

a)  There  was  no  analysis  of  the  student's  aca- 
demic record; 

b)  There  was  no  attempt  made  to  verify  the  claim 
that  the  student's  dyslexic  condition  had  been 
neglected; 

c)  What  was  understood  to  be  a  claim  of  racial 
discrimination  in  the  student's  Urban  Studies 
Program,  was  not  verified. 

5.  No  legal  analysis  was  prepared  as  to  whether 
President  Pilecki  was  acting  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  incident. 


6.  No  legal  analysis  was  prepared  outlining  the  risk 
factors  involved  in  a  potential  civil  liability 
suit  against  the  Board  of  Regents,  the  Board  of 
Trustees  (WSC)  and  their  respective  employees. 


Based  on  the  agreement,  WSC  paid  the  student  $10,000  from  its 
Trust  Fund  Account.  Subsequently,  WSC  submitted  a  voucher  to  the  State 
Comptroller  for  $10,000  from  its  State  allocation  account  to  replenish  the 
Trust  Fund  Account.  The  voucher  was  certified  for  payment  by  the 
Comptroller's  office,  approved  by  the  Governor's  Council  and  paid  by  the 
State  Treasurer.  The  Comptroller  now  contends  that  the  method  of  payment 
was  improper  and  has  demanded  reimbursement.  However,  the  State 
Comptroller  failed  to  audit  this  transaction  even  though  the  document  had 
been  automatically  selected  for  pre-audit.  The  Comptroller's  position  that 
the  payment  was  an  inappropriate  charge  to  the  WSC  budgetary  account  is 
debatable. 

Further,  the  Board  of  Regents  has  not  established  guidelines  for 
handling  trust  fund  accounts.   The  Board  has  also  failed  to  establish  post 
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audit  procedures,  as  required  by  law,  in  order  to  review  the  fiscal  opera- 
tions of  each  college.  The  absence  of  established  guidelines  enabled  WSC 
to  use  its  Trust  Fund  Account  on  a  temporary  basis  to  circumvent  normal 
state  payment  procedures  •  Although  this  method  of  payment  may  not  have 
been  illegal,  it  certainly  is  a  questionable  accounting  practice  which 
needs  to  be  corrected. 

In  conclusion,  the  Board  of  Regents  of  Higher  Education  as 
currently  constituted  fulfills  an  important  role  as  an  advocate  for  educa- 
tional excellence.  However,  with  the  absence  of  documented  procedures  and 
management  controls,  they  are  required  to  manage  by  exception  which,  by  its 
very  nature,  invites  second  guessing. 

Our  recommendations  are  intended  to  sharpen  the  management  focus 
within  the  public  higher  education  system  in  the  Commonwealth. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

If  there  is  a  lesson  to  be  learned  from  Westfield  State  College, 
it  is  that  the  Board  of  Regents  must  come  to  grips  with  its  own  mission. 
It  is  time  for  a  reassessment  of  its  role  solely  as  an  advocate  for  higher 
education. 

There  is  a  presumption  within  higher  education  that  academic 
freedom  and  fiscal  autonomy  flourish  best  in  an  atmosphere  of  loose  manage- 
ment and  diffused  lines  of  authority. 

In  reviewing  the  Westfield  State  College  episode,  we  have  seen 
that  loose  management  nurtures  uncertainty  and  the  lack  of  business  proce- 
dures produces  chaos. 

Fiscal  autonomy  presupposes  self-imposed  management  control,  At  a 
minimum,  those  controls  should  be  equal  to  those  prescribed  for  all  agen- 
cies within  the  Executive  Branch,  To  achieve  a  balance  between  sound 
management  practices  and  academic  freedom,  we  recommend  the  creation  of  a 
Division  of  Management  and  Audit  within  the  Office  of  the  Board  of  Regents. 
This  Division  will  put  higher  education  on  a  course  toward  sound  fiscal 
management  and  a  more  efficient  organizational  structure.  This  will  not 
compromise  the  concept  of  academic  freedom,  rather  it  will  allow  higher 
education  to  concentrate  on  academic  matters  within  an  established  manage- 
ment framework  of  authority  and  responsibility. 

The  initial  task  of  this  new  Division  should  be  to  gain  control  of 
all  trust  funds  in  higher  education.  This  unique  funding  mechanism,  which 
annually  places  over  $320  million  dollars  at  the  disposal  of  our  institu- 
tions of  higher  education,  is'  in  dire  need  of  control. 

The   Board   of   Regents   is   presently  unable   to   evaluate   the 
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appropriate  use  of  trust  funds  throughout  the  system  due  to  several  short- 
comings: 1)  There  are  no  guidelines  governing  appropriate  expenditures  from 
trust  funds;  2)  There  is  no  post  audit  program  in  place;  3)  Because  the 
Board's  reporting  format  calls  for  projected  expenditures  rather  than 
actual  expenditures,  these  reports  cannot  be  utilized  to  accurately  eval- 
uate the  operation  of  the  trust  funds.  Each  of  these  deficiencies  contri- 
butes to  a  serious  void  in  the  monitoring  of  trust  funds  at  the  Board  of 
Regents.  Strict  management  control  of  trust  funds  is  long  overdue  and  must 
be  addressed  now. 

The  Division  of  Management  and  Audit  will  enable  the  Regents  to: 

.  Design  a  Management  Operating  System  (MPS) 

This  system  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  regula- 
tions and  policies  pertaining  to:  organizational  struc- 
ture; personnel;  accounting,  especially  as  it  relates  to 
trust  funds;  inventory  control  and  purchasing. 


•  Implement  a  Management  Reporting  System  (MRS) 

This  system  would  provide  the  Regents  with  all  data 
necessary  to  effectively  assess  the  total  operations  of 
each  institution. 

•  Develop  a  Post  Audit  Program 

This  will  allow  for  selective  testing  concerning  insti- 
tutional compliance  with  established  operational  stan- 
dards. 


The  Division  of  Management  and  Audit  will  provide  a  cohesive 
management  system  by  requiring  the  Chancellor  to  address  issues  such  as 
student  fees,  tuition  waivers,  and  the  use  of  trust  funds.  The  assessment 
of  these  issues  will  lead  to  effective  checks  and  balances  and  restore  the 
public's  confidence  in  higher  education's  ability  to  govern  itself. 
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TO:  THE  HONORABLE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


As  Chairman  of  the  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Committee,  I  am 
pleased  to  present  this  report  on  Westfield  State  College. 

The  fact  finding,  review,  and  written-  report  were  done  by  the 
House  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Bureau. 

I  wish  to  express  my  gratitude  to  the  Bureau  for  its  thoughtful 
analysis  and  recommendations  to  improve  the  higher  education  system  in  the 
Commonwealth.  In  particular,  the  Bureau's  recommendation  to  create  a 
Division  of  Management  and  Audit  deserves  special  consideration. 

While  the  Bureau  has  recommended  that  this  function  be  placed 
within  the  Board  of  Regents,  I  believe  that  the  function  would  be  more 
effective  if  placed  within  House  Post  Audit  Committee. 

I  make  the  recommendation  based  on  prior  experience.  A  1978  House 
Post  Audit  and  Oversight  report  on  trust  funds  in  higher  education  detailed 
many  shortcomings  and  made  appropriate  recommendations.  We  find  that  eight 
years  later  the  recommendations  were  not^-implemented  and  similar  problems 
still  exist. 
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ROBERT  A.    CERASOLI 
Chairman 
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FOREWORD 

The  genesis  of  this  report  was  the  revelation  of  an  alleged  sexual 
assault  and  the  subsequent  agreement  and  payment  to  a  Westfield  State 
College  student. 

As  our  review  progressed,  it  revealed  that  this  single  incident 
cut  much  deeper  into  the  fiber  of  higher  education.  Our  focus  then  shifted 
from  this  one  episode  to  a  broader  view  of  the  management  of  our  higher 
education  institutions. 

It  is  our  contention  that  the  deficiencies  in  fiscal  controls  and 
post  audit  monitoring  must  be  addressed  immediately  and  that  positive 
recommendations  must  be  implemented  to  remedy  these  problems.  If  gone 
unchecked,  the  $325  million  spent  from  Trust  Funds  could  lead  not  only  to 
mismanagement  but  also  to  embezzlement. 

The  House  Post  Audit  Bureau  staff  of  Messrs.  DelVecchio,  Griffin, 
Brighara  and  Malloy  received  total  cooperation  from  the  staffs  of  Westfield 
State  College  and  the  Office  of  the  Board  of  Regents. 

Further,  we  wish  to  acknowledge  the  efforts  of  Mr.  L.  Edward 
Lashman,  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Regents  and  Mr.  Thomas  Kiley,  1st 
Assistant  Attorney  General,  who  spent  countless  hours  in  assisting  the 
Bureau  in  its  effort  to  present  a  fair  and  accurate  account  of  the  events 
surrounding  Westfield  State  College. 


RiVchard  F.  Tobin,  Jr. 
Director 


INTRODUCTION 
Organization 

Public  Higher  Education  in  Massachusetts,  which  consists  of 
twenty-nine  institutions,  is  governed  by  a  fifteen  member  Board  of  Regents, 
The  Board  is  responsible  for  establishing  systemwide  policies  and  stan- 
dards, for  approving  the  academic  programs,  and  for  general  administration 
over  the  system's  budget.  The  Board  carries  out  its  mission  through  the 
appointment  of  a  Chancellor  who  has  a  staff  of  approximately  seventy 
employees* 

Each  of  the  colleges  and  universities  reports  to  the  Regents 
through  a  local  board  of  trustees  which  has  the  responsibility  for  the 
overall  administration  of  its  respective  institution.  The  local  boards 
operate  through  a  chancellor  or  a  president  who  carries  out  the  daily  acti- 
vities which  are  required  for  the  effective  operation  of  the  institution. 

The  complement  of  the  respective  boards  within  higher  education  is 
as  follows: 


Student 

Trustees 

Trustees 

Total 

U.  Mass  (Amh.,  Bos.,  Wor.) 

2 

10 

12 

SMU 

1 

10 

11 

Lowell 

1 

10 

11 

State  Colleges  (9) 

1 

10 

99 

Community  Colleges  (15) 

1 

10 

165 

Total  Trustees 

298 

Background 

Westfield  State  College  is  one  of  the  nine  State  Colleges  within 
the  State  system  of  higher  education  and  serves  approximately  3,000  stu- 
dents. 

In  January  1979,  Dr.  Francis  J.  Pilecki  became  the  President  of 
Westfield  State  College*  His  performance  in  this  capacity  has,  over  the 
years,  been  accepted  as  exemplary  by  his  peers  as  evidenced  by  his  election 
as  President  of  the  Council  of  Presidents  of  State  Colleges. 

In  early  June  of  1986,  an  article  published  in  a  weekly  newspaper 
in  the  western  part  of  the  State,  caused  the  first  public  awareness  of  an 
alleged  sexual  misconduct  charge  against  the  President  of  WSC.  It  also 
reported  that  a  legal  settlement  had  been  made  between  a  student  and  WSC 
concerning  other  allegations.  Further  public  disclosures  followed  which 
indicated  that  the  staff  of  the  Board  of  Regents  was  involved  in  developing 
a  legal  agreement  and  that  the  matter  had  been  reviewed  by  the  Attorney 
General's  Office. 

As  a  result  of  all  the  media  attention,  the  House  Post  Audit  and 
Oversight  Committee  was  requested  to  investigate  the  WSC  case.  The 
Committee  then  authorized  the  House  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Bureau  (HPAO) 
to  investigate  the  handling  of  the  allegations  from  a  management  point  of 
view  while  the  criminal  issues  would  be  resolved  by  those  agencies  which 
are  empowered  to  investigate  such  matters. 

Methodology 

HPAO  then  developed  an  audit  plan  to  review  and  analyze  the 
following: 


-  The  drafting  of  a  legal  settlement  or  agreement 

-  The  use  of  trust  funds  to  satisfy  a  settlement  payment 

-  The  propriety  of  a  tuition  waiver  as  a  settlement  provision 

-  The  circumstances  surrounding  a  proposed  seventy  thousand 
dollar  consulting  contract  at  U.  Mass. 

It  is  within  this  framework  that  the  WSC  investigation  was  con- 
ducted. 

We  found,  from  the  outset,  a  total  lack  of  documentation  con- 
cerning actions  taken  by  all  parties  involved  in  the  development  of  the 
legal  settlement.  This  necessitated  an  extensive  interviewing  process  in 
an  effort  to  piece  together  the  circumstances  leading  up  to  the  legal 
settlement. 

In  addition,  a  complete  statutory  review  was  made  to  determine  the 
legal  authority  of  all  parties  involved.  Following  this,  records  were 
reviewed  at  the  College,  the  Attorney  General's  Office,  the  Board  of 
Regents,  and  the  Comptroller's  Division. 

The  issue  of  the  use  of  trust  funds  involved  a  detailed  audit  of 
the  accounting  records  at  WSC  for  specific  trust  accounts  in  addition  to 
gathering  systemwide  figures  on  trust  fund  expenditures. 

The  tuition  waiver  policies  were  reviewed  at  the  Board  of  Regents 
and  actual  waiver  practices  at  WSC  were  studied. 

The  issues  and  events  leading  to  a  budget  request  for  a  proposed 
consulting  contract  were  reviewed  and  analyzed. 

The  report  which  follows  deals  specifically  with  the  Westfield 
State  College  matter.  However,  during  the  course  of  the  HPAO  review  we 
found  greater  overall  management  deficiencies  which  need  to  be  addressed. 


These  deficiencies  involve  trust  funds,  accounting  and  reporting  procedures 
and  tuition  waivers.  This  report  includes  recommendations'  which  address 
these  deficiencies* 


AGREEMENT 

On  the  afternoon  of  December  31,  1985,  the  mother  of  a  male  stu- 
dent at  Westfield  State  College  (WSC)  called  the  Office  of  the  Board  of 
Regents  to  report  that  her  son  had  been  sexually  assaulted  by  the  President 
of  the  College.  She  requested  of  a  staff  assistant  that  she  be  allowed  to 
speak  with  someone  in  authority* 

Dr.  Roger  Schinness,  Vice-Chancellor  for  Academic  and  Student 
Affairs,  returned  the  mother's  call  and  was  told  the  same  story.  In  addi- 
tion, the  mother  stressed  that  she  wished  that  her  son's  name  be  kept  con- 
fidential because  she  feared  that  he  would  become  the  subject  of 
retaliation.  Dr.  Schinness  consented  to  abide  by  her  request  and  promised 
to  look  into  the  matter  and  get  back  to  her. 

He  contacted  Mr.  Joseph  Finnegan,  Vice-Chancellor  for  Fiscal 
Affairs  and  Management,  who  was  scheduled  to  assume  the  post  of  Acting 
Chancellor  on  the  following  day.  After  some  discussion,  they  decided  to 
contact  Dr.  John  Duff,  the  out-going  Chancellor,  believing  that  he  might 
have  had  experience  in  responding  to  similar  situations  during  his  career 
in  higher  education. 

Dr.  Duff  suggested  that  President  Pilecki  should  be  told  of  the 
allegations.  He  also  recommended  that  the  Chancellor  of  the  University  of 
Massachusetts  at  Amherst,  Dr.  Joseph  Duffey,  be  the  one  to  carry  out  this 
task  for  three  basic  reasons:  his  background  in  the  ministry;  his 
geographical  proximity;  and  his  reputation  for  sensitivity.  Dr.  Duff 
telephoned  Chancellor  Duffey  with  the  request  and  he  agreed  to  contact  and 
meet  with  President  Pilecki.  Later  that  same  day  (Dec.  31,  1985),  Acting 
Chancellor  Finnegan  informed  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Regents,  Mr. 


David  Beaubien,  about  the  allegations* 

The  meeting  between  Dr.  Pilecki  and  Chancellor  Duffey  took  place 
on  January  2,  1986  at  the  Northampton  Hotel*  According  to  Dr*  Duffey,  when 
Dr.  Pilecki  was  informed  of  the  allegations,  he  seemed  to  be  completely 
shocked  and  responded  that  there  had  never  been  any  such  incident.  Dr. 
Pilecki  requested  the  name  of  his  accuser  from  Dr.  Duffey  who  responded 
that  he  did  not  have  that  information.  Dr.  Pilecki  then  called  Acting 
Chancellor  Finnegan  who  disclosed  the  name  of  the  student.  After  some 
reflection,  Dr.  Pilecki  indicated  to  Dr.  Duffey  that  he  recalled  the  stu- 
dent being  at  his  home  as  one  of  a  group  of  students  who  attended  a 
cookout.  He  reiterated  his  denial  of  the  allegations  but  recalled  that 
this  particular  young  man  remained  after  the  others  left  and  that  the  stu- 
dent was  upset  over  a  personal  problem  involving  a  girlfriend. 

Mr.  James  Samels,  General  Counsel  to  the  Board  of  Regents  was 
informed  of  the  allegations  on  January  3,  1986  by  Mr.  Joseph  Finnegan  who 
also  described  the  steps  that  had  been  taken  since  the  mother*  s  call. 
After  discussing  the  matter  with  Mr.  Beaubien,  Mr.  Samels  telephoned  First 
Assistant  Attorney  General  Thomas  Kiley  and  informed  him  of  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  allegations.  Mr.  Kiley  advised  Mr.  Samels  to  obtain  written 
statements  from  the  Regents'  staff  who  had  been  involved  and  to  work  with 
the  Acting  Chancellor  and  the  WSC  Legal  Counsel,  Mark  Peters.  Further,  Mr. 
Kiley  advised  that  Mr.  Samels  confer  with  the  complainant,  and  that  the 
matter  be  investigated  with  WSC  officials.  Finally,  Mr.  Samels  was  to  keep 
Mr.  Kiley  informed  as  to  the  status  of  the  situation. 

On  January  4,  1986,  Attorney  Peters  contacted  Dr.  Schinness  to 
inform  him  that  he  had  spoken  with  President  Pilecki,  who,  once  again, 
denied  the  allegations.  Dr.  Pilecki  indicated  he  was  considering  resigning 
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rather  than  defend  himself  against  the  charges. 

On  January  6,  1986,  Dr.  Schinness  called  the  mother  to  set  up  a 
meeting  at  the  Regents'  office  for  the  following  day.  Meanwhile,  the 
mother  had  contacted  her  local  State  Representative,  Henri  Rauschenbach, 
explained  the  situation  to  him  and  requested  that  he  come  to  the  antici- 
pated meeting  with  her.  He  consented  and,  in  fact,  drove  her  to  Boston 
from  Cape  Cod  for  the  meeting.  According  to  the  mother,  she  contacted  him 
because  she  felt  apprehensive  about  the  upcoming  meeting  and  had  no  one  to 
advise  her. 

On  that  same  evening,  the  mother  had  her  son  prepare  a  written 
account  of  the  alleged  incident  so  that  she  would  be  able  to  describe  it 
accurately  at  the  meeting.  It  was  only  upon  reading  his  account  that  the 
mother  first  realized  that  the  alleged  sexual  assault  had  taken  place 
approximately  19  months  earlier.  Until  that  moment,  she  believed  that  it 
had  occurred  just  prior  to  her  son's  return  home  for  the  holidays. 

On  January  7,  1986,  the  mother  and  Representative  Rauschenbach  met 
with  Messrs.  Peters,  Samels,  Flnnegan  and  Schinness  at  the  Regents'  office 
in  Boston.  She  read  the  son's  statement  that  described  a  party  at  Dr. 
Pilecki's  residence  with  a  group  of  students.  The  statement  indicated  that 
at  the  end  of  the  evening  the  President  asked  him  to  remain  behind  when  the 
others  left.  She  went  on  to  give  an  account  of  the  alleged  sexual  assault 
by  the  President  while  he  was  discussing  the  student's  academic  situation 
with  him.  The  statement  concluded  by  describing  how  the  student  was  able 
to  talk  his  way  out  of  the  situation  and  return  to  his  room  where  he  con- 
fided to  his  roommate  what  had  happened.  The  roommate  responded  that 
something  similar  had  happened  to  him. 

After  reading  the  statement,  the  mother  continued  by  criticizing 


the  educational  experience  her  son  had  at  WSC.  She  spoke  of  the  tremendous 
cost  and  the  loans  which  were  necessary,  and  Indicated  that  she  felt  it  was 
all  a  waste.  She  was  extremely  upset  because  she  believed  her  son  was 
psychologically  and  emotionally  damaged  by  the  incident.  She  charged  that 
her  son's  grades  had  fallen  off  as  a  result  of  the  assault  and  that,  since 
the  incident,  he  had  been  troubled  by  feelings  of  fear  and  anxiety  whenever 
he  saw  President  Pilecki.  The  mother  also  mentioned  dissatisfaction  with 
the  Urban  Studies  Program  which  also  serves  as  a  program  for  the  learning 
disabled  at  WSC.  In  testimony  to  HPAO,  she  indicated  that  both  of  her  sons 
were  dyslexic  and  both  had  been  placed  in  the  Urban  Studies  Program.  She 
also  stated  that  her  second  son  had  received  a  comment  from  an  instructor 
in  that  program  which  both  she  and  her  son  interpreted  to  be  discrimina- 
tory. 

In  conclusion,  the  mother  demanded  that  Dr.  Pilecki  be  removed  as 
President,  that  he  receive  psychiatric  help,  and  that  he  never  again  be 
placed  in  a  position  in  Higher  Education  in  the  Commonwealth  where  he  would 
have  a  relationship  with  students  which  would  allow  a  repeat  of  the  alleged 
incident.  She  also  reiterated  her  insistence  that  her  son's  name  not  be 
revealed. 

Following  her  presentation,  Mr.  Finnegan  told  the  mother  that  her 
son's  name  had  been  divulged  to  Dr.  Pilecki  by  him.  At  this,  she  became 
enraged  at  Dr.  Schinness  feeling  that  he  was  responsible  for  betraying  the 
confidence  which  they  had  agreed  upon  in  their  first  phone  conversation  on 
December  31,  1985. 

From  this  point  forward,  there  is  some  disagreement  about  what 
took  place.  The  mother  indicated  that  the  meeting  pretty  much  ended  when 
she  insisted  that  Dr.  Schinness  leave  the  room.   However,  prior  to  her 
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leaving,  she  also  mentioned  that  she  would  talk  to  the  District  Attorney's 
Office  in  Hampden  County  about  the  allegations.  Both  Mr,  Finnegan  and  Dr. 
Schinness  indicated  that  when  she  left  they  believed  she  would  contact  the 
DA's  office.  She  told  HPAO  that  no  settlement  was  mentioned  at  the 
meeting.  However,  according  to  a  memorandum  relative  to  the  January  7th 
meeting  prepared  by  Counsel  Samels  on  that  same  day,  and  entitled, 
"Westfield  Sex  Harassment",  there  was  discussion  of  a  settlement  and  a 
payment  at  the  first  meetings  The  memo  also  indicates  that  she  agreed  to 
"consider  options,  confer  with  her  son  and  get  back"  to  Mr.  Samels  by  the 
following  day  in  order  to  set  up  the  next  meeting  on  January  10,  1986  with 
the  same  persons  and  her  husband. 

A  memo  written  by  Attorney  Samels  dated  January  8,  1986  indicates 
that  he  talked  to  her  by  telephone  and  advised  her  that  the  next  meeting 
would  be  for  the  purpose  of  pursuing  an  "informal  resolution  of  the 
matter." 

On  the  evening  of  January  7,  1986,  President  Pilecki  submitted  a 
request  for  a  sabbatical  leave  for  the  next  semester  to  the  WSC  Trustees  at 
their  regular  monthly  meeting.  While  some  members  were  surprised  by  the 
request,  it  was  not  completely  unexpected  because  he  had  indicated  more 
than  once  in  the  previous  18  months  that  the  seven  year  term  as  President 
had  placed  a  great  physical  burden  on  him  and  had  also  had  a  deleterious 
effect  on  his  family.  The  Trustees  assigned  their  Executive  Committee  the 
task  of  working  out  the  details  of  the  sabbatical.  At  this  time,  the  WSC 
Trustees  were  not  aware  of  the  allegations  nor  were  they  aware  of  the 
events  which  had  already  taken  place. 

On  January  8,  1986,  the  mother  called  the  Hampden  County  DA's 
office  and  talked  with  one  of  his  assistants.   She  testified  to  HPAO  staff 


that  the  conversation  went  badly  and  when  it  was  over  she  decided  her  only 
avenue  of  recourse  was  to  deal  with  the  people  whom  she  had  contacted  pre- 
viously in  the  Regents'  office. 

Sometime  after  the  January  7,  1986  meeting,  Mr,  Finnegan  informed 
Regents'  Chairman  Beaubien  on  the  content  of  the  meeting  with  the  mother. 
Both  Mr,  Finnegan  and  Attorney  Samels  suggested  that  he  brief  the  Board, 
Mr,  Beaubien  responded  that  he  would  first  inform  the  Governor  which  he  did 
on  January  8,  1986,  However,  he  later  concluded  that  the  charges  against 
President  Pilecki  were  serious,  and  although  unproven,  they  could  destroy 
the  President's  career.  Therefore,  he  chose  confidentiality  over  disclo- 
sure. 

On  January  10,  1986,  a  second  meeting  was  held  at  the  Board  of 
Regents'  office  with  the  mother  and  father  of  the  student.  Dr.  Schinness 
did  not  attend  because  it  was  felt  that  his  presence  would  only  serve  to 
agitate  the  mother.  All  others  who  attended  the  first  meeting  were  pre- 
sent. The  parents  indicated  that  their  son  wished  to  remain  at  WSC  because 
he  had  done  nothing  wrong.  The  parents  insisted  on  President  Pilecki' s 
resignation  and  that  he  be  provided  with  psychiatric  counseling.  Attorney 
Peters  informed  the  parents  that  the  President  denied  the  allegations  but 
would  not  defend  himself  publicly  because  of  the  upset  it  could  bring  to 
his  family  situation  and  also  because  of  his  concern  for  the  damage  that 
could  be  done  to  the  college.  The  two  attorneys,  Messrs,  Samels  and 
Peters,  discussed  a  possible  settlement  which  might  include  funding  for 
psychological  counseling  for  the  student,  future  tuition  waivers  and 
repayment  for  the  educational  loans  which  the  student  and/or  family  had 
incurred.  The  parents  were  allowed  time  alone  to  discuss  the  verbal  propo- 
sal and  finally  decided  that  they  were  agreeable  to  the  terms  which  had 
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been  offered.  An  exact  settlement  amount  was  not  mentioned.  At  this 
point,  all  parties  agreed  that  this  agreement  would  not  preclude  the  family 
from  pursuing  criminal  charges.  The  two  attorneys  also  indicated  that  the 
parents  should  review  the  proposed  terms  with  their  son. 

Immediately  following  the  meeting,  Messrs.  Peters  and  Samels  began 
working  on  a  draft  agreement.  There  were  three  different  versions  of  the 
agreement.  The  first  began  with  a  clause  which  indicated  that  the  student 
had  made  "allegations  of  sexual  harassment. • .against  President  Pilecki." 
That  version  contained  a  later  paragraph  whereby  the  student  would  agree 
not  to  sue  and  "to  release  and  forever  discharge  President  Pilecki,  the 
College,  its  officers,  employees  or  agents  from  any  and  all  causes  of 
action. ••  which  have  arisen  or  may  arise  out  of  the  alleged  controversy 
between  (the  student) ...  and  President  Pilecki." 

The  second  version  contained  no  reference  to  either  "sexual 
harassment"  or  to  "President  Pilecki."  It  would  have  exempted  only  the 
college  and  its  employees  from  any  future  civil  suits. 

The  third  version  which  became  the  final  agreement,  included  a  new 
clause.  It  stated  that  a  controversy  had  arisen  as  to  the  "quality  and 
overall  affect"  of  the  student's  "educational  experience"  at  the  college* 
This  version  also  provided  protection  from  any  future  civil  liability  to 
West field  State  College,  The  Board  of  Regents,  and  their  respective 
employees.  Like  the  second  version,  this  one  included  no  reference  to 
"sexual  harassment"  or  to  "President  Pilecki". 

Attorney  Peters  indicated  that  his  contribution  to  the  final  ver- 
sion was  the  initial  clause  which  referred  to  "a  controversy. • .as  to  the 
quality  and  overall  effect  of .. .educational  experience  at  Westfield  State 
College."    It  was  this  phrase  which  caused  concern  among  the  college 
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faculty  who  perceived  this  as  criticism  of  their  performance.  In 
retrospect,  Mr,  Peters  indicated  that  it  was  an  unfortunate  choice  of  words 
and  that  if  he  had  it  to  do  over  he  would  not  use  that  terminology. 

The  need  to  exempt  the  Board  of  Regents  and  its  employees  from 
liability  came  about,  according  to  Mr,  Samels,  because  of  the  mother's 
claim  that  her  request  for  confidentiality  for  her  son  had  not  been 
honored. 

In  a  telephone  call  to  the  father  of  the  student  on  January  13, 
1986,  the  final  figure  of  ten  thousand  dollars  ($10,000)  was  agreed  upon. 
According  to  the  mother,  Mr,  Samels  first  mentioned  that  figure  in  a 
telephone  conversation  with  her  husband  on  that  day.  According  to  Mr, 
Samels  that  may  be  true,  but,  that  figure  simply  represented  the  sum  of  all 
the  parts  which  had  been  discussed  at  the  previous  two  meetings. 

Attorney  Peters  was  given  the  assignment  of  reviewing  the  mother's 
claims  relative  to  the  student's  academic  program  at  WSC,  He  testified  to 
HPAO  that  he  saw  a  list  of  the  student's  grades  which  he  believes  were 
acquired  for  him  by  President  Pilecki,  However,  no  analysis  of  those  gra- 
des in  relation  to  the  effect  of  the  alleged  incident  was  prepared.  The 
mother's  claims  about  ineffective  counseling  or  insufficient  remediation  of 
her  son's  learning  disabilities  were  not  verified  •  No  attempt  was  made  to 
verify  what  was  understood  to  be  a  claim  of  discrimination  in  the  Urban 
Studies  Program.  He  did  talk  to  President  Pilecki  who  denied  the  sexual 
assault  allegation. 

On  January  14,  1986,  Attorney  Samels  reviewed  the  proposed 
agreement  by  telephone  with  Mr.  Kiley  who,  according  to  Mr.  Samels, 
generally  concurred  with  the  settlement  procedures  used  and  in  the  legal 
appropriateness  of  the  proposed  settlement  terms. 
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On  January  22,  1986,  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  WSC  Board  of 
Trustees  held  a  special  meeting  to  begin  preparations  for  the  President's 
sabbatical  and  subsequent  personnel  changes.  Committee  members  attending 
were  Dr.  Charles  Hapcook,  Chairman  of  the  Trustees,  Dr.  Sophie  Chmura, 
Vice-Chairman  of  the  Trustees  and  Ms.  Jane  Berry,  the  Board's  Secretary. 
Also,  attending  were  President  Pilecki  and  Mr.  Mark  Peters,  the  college 
counsel. 

According  to  Attorney  Peters,  sometime  prior  to  the  WSC  Executive 
Committee  meeting,  he  informed  Dr.  Hapcook,  Chairman  of  the  Trustees,  of 
the  mother's  charges  against  President  Pilecki  and  also  of  the  allegations 
of  racial  discrimination  and  educational  failure  against  WSC.  He  also 
informed  Dr.  Hapcook  that  Dr.  Pilecki  denied  the  charges  but  would  not 
defend  himself.  He  recalls  that  he  recommended  to  Dr.  Hapcook  that  there 
be  a  settlement  with  the  student  because  of  Dr.  Pilecki 's  refusal  to  defend 
and  because  of  the  possible  validity  of  the  claims  made  by  the  student's 
mother.  Dr.  Hapcook  recalls  that  Attorney  Peters  mentioned  the  sexual 
harassment  charges  but  also  that  he  conveyed  the  impression  that  they  were 
of  no  consequence.  He  indicated  that  much  more  emphasis  was  placed  on  the 
other  claims.  It  is  Dr.  Hapcook' s  recollection  that  the  discussion  of  the 
sexual  harassment  charges  probably  took  place  in  a  brief  conversation  that 
he  had  with  Mr.  Peters  just  prior  to  the  Executive  Committee  meeting. 
Neither  of  the  other  two  committee  members  recalls  any  mention  being  made 
during  the  meeting  about  sexual  assault  allegations  involving  President 
Pilecki.  They  have  indicated  that  the  major  discussion  at  the  meeting  was 
concentrated  on  the  mother's  claims  of  educational  deficiencies  and  the 
issue  of  discrimination.  Further,  they  have  also  indicated  that  President 
Pilecki  claimed  that  a  public  airing  of  the  discrimination  charges  could 
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harm  the  college.  When  the  Committee  members  asked  about  the  source  of 
funding  for  a  settlement  agreement,  they  were  informed  that  there  was  a 
"13"  account  which  could  be  used  for  this  purpose. 

The  Executive  Committee  was  then  advised  that  the  terms  of 
settlement  had  been  agreed  to  by  the  student's  parents  and  the  student  him- 
self. They  were  also  told  that  the  agreement  was  legal  and  had  the  appro- 
val of  the  Board  of  Regents'  Legal  Counsel  and  the  Attorney  General's 
Office.  Attorney  Peters  informed  them  that  the  agreement  would  consist  of 
a  contract  between  the  student  and  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  WSC  since  all 
of  the  claims  involved  the  College.  The  Executive  Committee  members  agreed 
to  have  Chairman  Hapcook  sign  the  agreement  on  behalf  of  the  Board  when  it 
was  finalized.  One  week  later  on  January  29,  1986,  Dr.  Hapcook  signed  the 
document  after  receiving  it  in  the  mail  from  Attorney  Peters.  However,  the 
full  Board  of  Trustees  at  WSC  was  not  informed  of  the  settlement  agreement 
or  the  reasons  for  it  until  June,  1986  after  it  had  become  public. 

On  February  10,  1986,  the  student  and  his  parents  went  to  the 
Regents'  office  in  Boston  where  they  met  with  Counsel  Samels  and  Attorney 
Peters.  The  parents  and  student  were  shown  the  agreement.  They  indicated 
their  understanding  of  the  document  and  their  concurrence  with  its  content. 
The  student  signed  it,  and  was  given  a  check  for  ten  thousand  dollars. 

Conclusion 

Although  all  parties  involved  in  the  preparation  and  execution  of 
the  agreement  were  well  intentioned,  we  believe  that  the  incident  was 
poorly  handled.  The  three  conditions  that  formed  the  agreement  served  only 
to  deflect  the  actual  basis  for  the  settlement  which  was  the  sexual  assault 
allegation. 
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SETTLEMENT  PROVISIONS 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  provided  for  a  ten  thousand  dollar 
payment  "from  monies  made  available  for  such  purposes"  and  a  full  tuition 
waiver  at  Westfield  State  College  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  three 
semesters  commencing  with  the  Spring  semester  of  1986. 
Payment 

On  January  23,  1986,  Mr.  Paul  Mei,  Vice-President  for  Finance  and 
Treasurer  at  WSC  received  a  call  from  President  Pilecki  indicating  that  a 
legal  settlement  with  a  student  was  being  worked  out  and  that  Mr*  Mark 
Peters,  legal  counsel  for  the  College  would  be  contacting  him  within  a  few 
days  with  instructions  about  the  payment. 

On  January  29,  1986,  Mr.  Mei  received  a  telephone  call  from 
Attorney  Peters  requesting  that  a  check  in  the  amount  of  $10,000  be  issued 
immediately  and  mailed  to  his  law  office.  A  check  was  drawn  against  the 
Westfield  State  College  Trust  Funds  Account  at  the  Bank  of  New  England. 
The  check  was  made  payable  to  the  student  and  was  signed  by  both  Mr.  Mei 
and  Mr.  George  Cushman,  the  WSC  Bursar. 2 

Westfield  State  College  officials  indicated  that  the  payment  was 
initially  made  from  a  so-called  "Miscellaneous  Exchange  Account"  which  is 
administered  by  the  College.  This  account  was  used  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
request  that  a  check  be  issued  the  same  day.  Both  Messrs.  Paul  Mei  and 
Philip  Kennedy,  the  Director  of  Fiscal  Affairs  at  WSC,  stated  that  it  was 
their  intent  that  this  was  a  temporary  payment  from  a  trust  account  to  be 
repaid  out  of  state  appropriated  funds  once  a  copy  of  the  completed 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  was  received. 


*  Appendix  A 
^  Appendix  B 
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The  so-called  "Miscellaneous  Exchange  Account"  is  not  a  separate 
trust  account  but  is  actually  a  revolving  fund  utilizing  the  checkbook 
balance  that  is  available  from  the  nineteen  trust  accounts  which  constitute 
an  account  entitled,  "Westfield  State  College  Trust  Funds."  An  analysis  of 
the  Miscellaneous  Exchange  Account  payments  for  Fiscal  Year  1986  revealed 
that  522  checks  were  written  for  a  total  of  $295,706,94.  All  of  these 
expenditures  were  for  temporary  funding  and  were  intended  to  be  reimbursed. 

In  order  to  reimburse  the  trust  fund  account,  a  standard  invoice 
was  prepared  at  WSC  in  the  amount  of  $10,000  with  the  description, 
"Reimbursement  to  Cora's  Books  for  Legal  Settlement  for  Tuition  Stipend." 
This  expense  was  charged  against  activity  account  7115-3151  (All  Other 
Instructional  Costs)  and  subsidiary  13,  Object-  Code  655  which  is  for 
tuition  and  educational  stipend  and  supplies.  The  invoice,  with  a  copy  of 
the  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  was  received  at  the  State  Comptroller's 
Division  on  April  23,  1986. 

The  document  was  processed  at  the  Comptroller's  Division  and  was 
automatically  selected  for  pre-audit  based  on  certain  programmed  criteria 
which  included  amount  of  payment,  object  code,  and  other  selected  data. 
Although  this  document  was  computer  selected  it  was  never  pre-audited  by 
the  State  Comptroller  (A&F).  It  was  subsequently  paid  on  May  9,  1986. 

On  June  24,  1986,  WSC  received  a  letter  signed  by  the  State 
Comptroller,  but  prepared  on  Executive  Office  for  Administration  and 
Finance  (A&F)  stationery  indicating  that  the  payment  was  to  be  disallowed 
and  that  the  charge  would  be  reversed. ^  The  reasons  given  for  the  action 
were: 

3  Appendix  C 
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1)  A  charge  to  the  wrong  object  code  (655  rather  than  633)  and  2)  that  it 
was  an  inappropriate  charge  to  account  7115-3151  which  is  not  available  for 
payment  of  a  Chapter  258  Tort  Claim  settlement  which  this  was,  in  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Comptroller.  However,  since  the  $10,000  reimbursement  had  been 
deposited  back  into  the  WSC  trust  fund,  it  was  not  possible  for  the 
Comptroller  to  reverse  the  transaction  by  journal  entry.  Since  the  June 
24,  1986  letter,  the  Comptroller  has  requested  that  WSC  return  the  $10,000 
to  reimburse  the  state  account.  WSC  has  not  responded  to  this  request. 

In  conclusion,  the  manner  in  which  the  entire  payment  transaction 
was  handled  clearly  indicates  operating  problems  at  each  step  in  the  pro- 
cess. 

The  Board  of  Regents  has  failed  to  establish  guidelines  for  the 
use  of  trust  funds  and  has  failed  to  establish  post  audit  procedures,  as 
required  by  law,  in  order  to  review  the  fiscal  operations  of  each  college. 
Therefore,  WSC  was  able  to  use  trust  fund  monies  on  a  temporary  basis  to 
circumvent  normal  State  payment  procedures.  Although  this  may  not  be  il- 
legal, it  certainly  is  a  questionable  practice  which  needs  to  be  examined 
and  corrected. 

The  State  Comptroller's  pre-audit  function,  pertaining  to  this 
transaction  failed.  The  use  of  subsidiary  13,  object  code  633  which  is 
defined  as  "Damage  Claim"  is  unclear.  Further,  the  Comptroller's  position 
that  the  WSC  legal  settlement  is  a  Chapter  258  (Tort  Claim)  and  is  there- 
fore an  inappropriate  charge  to  the  WSC  budgetary  account  is  debatable. 

A&F's  involvement  in  publicly  commenting  on  the  payment  which 
forced  the  Comptroller  to  demand  repayment  has  further  confused  the  issue 
and  added  to  the  speculation  of  wrongdoing. 
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Tuition  Waivers 

Approximately  $10  million  in  unrealized  tuition  payments  was 
directly  attributable  to  the  Tuition  Remission  Program  and  the  Tuition 
Waiver  Program  established  by  the  Board  of  Regents.  Under  the  provisions 
of  these  two  programs  students  may  attend  the  State  colleges  and  universit- 
ies at  no  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost. 

The  Tuition  Remission  Program  amounts  to  $3  million  annually. 
This  program  allows  exemptions  for  state  employees  which  total  $700,000. 
In  comparison  the  remainder  of  the  program  which  is  exclusively  for  higher 
education  employees,  their  spouses  and  dependents  amounts  to  $2.3  million. 

The  Tuition  Waiver  Program  permits  tuition  exemptions  to  students 
who  meet  the  eligibility  requirements  of  several  sub-programs.  Tuition 
waivers  reported  for  FY  1985  amounted  to  $6.7  million. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  WSC  was  to  grant 
the  student  full  tuition  waivers  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  three  semesters 
commencing  with  the  spring  semester,  1986. 

Tuition  waiver  programs  within  the  State's  system  of  higher  educa- 
tion fall  within  two  categories:  (1)  statutorily  mandated;  and  (2)  admin- 
istratively established  by  the  Board  of  Regents. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  statutorily  mandated  tuition  waiver 
programs,  senior  citizens,  veterans,  National  Guard  personnel,  police, 
firefighters  and  American  Indians  may  be  granted  a  full  tuition  waiver  at 
any  of  the  Commonwealth's  institutions  of  higher  education. 

The  second  category  of  tuition  waiver  programs  was  established  by 
the  Board  of  Regents  in  1981.  Since  that  year,  these  programs  have  been 
ammended  to  provide  increased  dollar  allocations  to  the  colleges  to  provide 
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financial  assistance  to  a  greater  number  of  students.  These  programs  have 
also  been  expanded  to  include  tuition  waivers  for  unemployed  citizens  of 
the  Commonwealth.  Further,  the  Board  recently  implemented  a  tuition  waiver 
program  for  students  with  exceptional  talents. 

The  eligibility  requirements  for  the  statutorily  mandated  programs 
are  simple  and  clear-cut.  An  eligible  individual  must  be  a  resident  of  the 
Commonwealth  and  provide  proof  that  he  or  she  is  a  member  of  any  of  the 
categorical  groups  such  as  senior  citizens,  firefighters,  etc.  The 
remaining  tuition  waiver  programs  established  and  implemented  by  the  Board 
of  Regents  are  referred  to  as  the  "5%  allocation  tuition  waiver  program" 
and  the  "exceptional  talent  tuition  waiver  program."  The  eligibility 
requirements  for  these  programs  are  somewhat  more  stringent  than  the  statu- 
torily mandated  programs. 

Eligibility  requirements  for  a  tuition  waiver  under  the  "5%  allo- 
cation program"  are  based  solely  upon  financial  need.  The  Board  of 
Regents'  guidelines  state  that  a  student  must  "demonstrate  financial  need 
as  defined  by  federal  financial  aid  guidelines."  Each  college  then 
establishes  its  own  parameters  to  assess  a  student's  financial  need  and 
subsequently  determines  eligibility  for  tuition  waivers. 

Under  the  "exceptional  talent  program"  a  student  may  receive  a 
tuition  waiver  by  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  guidelines  established  by 
the  college  and  filed  with  the  Board  of  Regents.  Waivers  under  this 
program  may  be  granted  without  regard  to  financial  need.  Waivers  are  given 
to  students  who  have  demonstrated  scholastic  achievement  and  possess  excep- 
tional talents  and  will  pursue  those  talents  in  order  to  contribute  to  the 
academic  and  cultural  life  of  the  college  community. 

In  the  WSC  case  the  tuition  waiver  granted  to  the  student  under 
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the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  did  not  fall  within  the  eligibil- 
ity requirements  of  any  of  the  aforementioned  programs.  Further,  the 
manner  in  which  the  waiver  was  executed  precluded  it  from  being  reported  as 
a  tuition  waiver  in  WSC's  Annual  Tuition  Waiver  Report  to  the  Board  of 
Regents  because  it  was  not  recorded  as  a  tuition  waiver.  The  Bursar  was 
instructed  by  Mr.  Paul  Mel  to  bill  the  student  for  all  charges  except 
tuition  and  an  adjustment  was  made  to  the  student's  billing  which  simply 
wiped  out  the  tuition  charge  for  that  semester. 

Conclusion 

Considering  that  tuition  waivers  and  remissions  amounted  to 
approximately  $10  million  in  unrealized  revenue, .it  is  essential  that  the 
Board  of  Regents  establish  a  post  audit  monitoring  system  which  will  insure 
the  accuracy  of  what  is  being  reported  by  each  institution  and  that  these 
programs  are  administered  in  compliance  with  established  policies. 
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PROPOSED  CONSULTING  CONTRACT  AT  UMASS  AMHERST 

Introduction 

Over  the  past  few  years  there  has  been  discussion  within  the 
higher  education  community  in  Massachusetts  about  the  need  for  a  study 
which  would  determine  the  number  of  community  college  students  who  go  on  to 
the  Commonwealth's  university  and  state  college  systems.  A  second  phase  of 
the  study  was  intended  to  measure  and  define  the  reasons  for  a  suspected 
low  level  of  community  college  students  continuing  in  the  State  system. 

Although  the  need  for  this  type  of  study  was  generally  agreed  upon 
within  the  higher  education  community  for  sometime  ,  the  first  attempt  to 
formalize  and  fund  the  study  occurred  during  the  Fiscal  Year  1987  budget 
process.  It  was  included  in  the  Senate  Ways  and  Means  budget  recommen- 
dation as  part  of  the  half  billion  dollar  appropriation  item  for  higher 
education  and  was  described  as  follows: 


•• .further,  that  of  the  amount  appropriated  herein, 
not  less  than  seventy  thousand  dollars  shall  be 
obligated  for  a  study  relative  to  community  college 
student  transfers  to  the  University  of 
Massachusetts. • .^ 


Background 

In  late  1984  Dr.  Pilecki  made  it  known  that  he  was  becoming  burned 
out  as  President  of  WSC.  Spurred  by  requests  from  Dr.  Gerard  Indelicato, 
the  Governor's  education  advisor,  and  Dr.  John  Duff  to  see  if  a  position 
could  be  found  for  Dr.  Pilecki  at  UMass,  Chancellor  Duffey  met  with 
President  Pilecki  in  late  1984.  The  essence  of  the  meeting  was  that  Dr. 
Duffey  had  nothing  currently  available  for  President  Pilecki  at  UMass. 

*  Appendix  D 
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In  early  January  1986,  Dr.  Duffey  was  approached  to  find  a  posi- 
tion for  Dr.  Pilecki.  Chancellor  Duffey  received  calls  from  Dr.  Duff  and 
Regent  Chairman  Beaubien  and  told  them  there  was  no  position  available  for 
Dr.  Pilecki  at  that  time.  He  did  indicate  that  there  might  be  a  temporary 
position  available  in  the  future  but  that  he  could  not  make  a  commitment  as 
to  when  such  a  job  would  be  available. 

In  early  February  Dr.  Duffey,  unaware  of  the  negotiations  and 
settlement  agreement  with  the  student,  called  Dr.  Pilecki.  Dr.  Duffey  had 
linked  the  aforementioned  proposed  study  with  Dr.  Pilecki1 s  background  in 
the  area  of  statistical  analysis  and  his  close  ties  within  the  community 
college  system.  A  meeting  ensued  in  which  the  nature  of  the  study  was 
discussed  and  even  though  Dr.  Duffey  could  not  promise  a  contract  without 
assurance  of  funding,  Dr.  Pilecki  submitted  a  twelve(12)  page  proposal  to 
Dr.  Duffey  on  February  14,  1986. 

The  next  significant  event  concerning  the  proposed  study  occurred 
when  Dr.  Duffey  reportedly  received  a  telephone  call  from  Dr.  Gerard 
Indelicato  in  mid-April,  1986.  Dr.  Duffey  recalls  that  the  proposed  con- 
sulting contract  was  discussed  and  that  Dr.  Indelicato  indicated  that  he 
would  insure  that  money  would  be  available. 

In  early  May,  1986,  Dr.  Duffey  requested  that  the  Regents  Office 
send  a  statement  of  support  for  the  proposed  study  to  the  Senate  Ways  and 
Means  Committee.  The  statement  was  written  by  Dr.  Schinness  and  approved 
by  Acting  Chancellor  Joseph  Finnegan.  As  a  result,  language  was  included 
in  the  Senate  budget  recommendation  to  provide  the  necessary  funding. 

Subsequent  to  the  WSC  legal  settlement  becoming  public  on  June  2, 
1986,  the  language  was  deleted  from  the  final  version  of  the  FY  1987 
Budget. 
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Conclusion 

There  was  never  any  funding  for  this  study.  Further,  there  was  no 
contract  written  and  Dr.  Pilecki  never  received  any  payment  for  the  pro- 
posed study. 
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TRUST  FUNDS  AND  FEES 


Trust  Funds 

The  Commonwealth's  twenty-nine  institutions  of  higher  education 
spent  an  estimated  $311  million  from  trust  funds  during  Fiscal  Year  1986. 
These  expenditures  are  expected  to  increase  to  over  $324  million  in  Fiscal 
Year  1987. 

These  funds  continue  to  be  exempt  from  either  a  meaningful 
reporting  system  or  an  effective  monitoring  process.  Because  of  this,  the 
Board  of  Regents  has  no  control  over  trust  funds  in  higher  education. 

To  better  comprehend  the  magnitude  of  the  total  trust  fund  expen- 
ditures, we  point  out  that  the  $311  million  expenditure  projection  for 
Fiscal  Year  1986  is  approximately  the  same  amount  as  the  combined  total 
Fiscal  Year  1986  state  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Public  Health 
($182  million)  and  Correction  ($132  million).  Yet  both  of  these  agencies 
are  subject  to  a  series  of  audits.  These  would  include  pre-audit  by  the 
State  Comptroller  and  post  audit  by  both  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Special 
Audit  Unit  within  the  Executive  Offices  of  Human  Services  (EOHS). 

A  more  pronounced  comparison  would  be  between  higher  education 
trust  fund  expenditures  and  the  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 
Program  (AFDC).  The  AFDC  Program  disburses  between  $300  and  $400  million 
annually.  The  expenditures  for  that  Program  are  not  only  subject  to  audit 
by  the  aforementioned  agencies  but  are  also  subject  to  audit  by  the  HHS 
auditors  of  the  federal  government. 

Moreover,  the  AFDC  Program  is  continually  under  the  scrutiny  of 
the  Department  of  Revenue's  Wage  Match  Program  which  insures  that  payments 
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are  made  only  to  eligible  clients.  Any  questionable  payments  uncovered 
through  the  Wage  Match  Program  automatically  trigger  further  investigation 
by  either  the  Bureau  of  Special  Investigations  or  the  Office  of  the 
Attorney  General. 

These  comparisons  illustrate  the  lack  of  concern  over  the  expen- 
diture of  more  than  $320  million  in  higher  education  trust  funds  by  the 
Board  of  Regents. 

General  Purpose  Trust  Fund  -  Westfield  State  College 

HPAO  selected  the  General  Purpose  Trust  Fund  (GPTF)  at  Westfield 
State  College  (WSC)  for  review  because  the  language  of  the  Trust  Fund 
Agreement  regarding  the  purpose  of  the  fund  is  so  unrestrictive  that  it 
allows  for  expenditures  for  practically  any  purpose.  The  stated  purpose 
for  this  trust  fund  is  "to  provide  for  the  entertainment  of  visitors,  con- 
ferences, student  financial  aid,  general  campus  projects,  information  ser- 
vices and  other  items  that  enhance  the  general  development  of  the  College 
as  authorized  by  the  President." 

A  review  of  the  GPTF  for  Fiscal  Year  1986  indicated  a  variety  of 
types  of  expenditures.  Examples  of  those  expenditures  include: 

-  food/entertainment 
gifts 

-  travel  expenses 

-  salaries  -  part  time  employees  and  con- 
sulting fees 

-  student  loans  and  achievement  awards 
various  supplies  and  furnishings 

-  subscriptions  and  publications 
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-  contributions  for  community  activities 

-  student  recruitment  functions 

-  holiday  parties  /  receptions  for  faculty 
and  staff 

-  overnight  express  mail 

We  feel  that  many  of  those  expenditures,  more  appropriately, 
should  have  been  charged  to  the  college's  maintenance  accounts.  Because 
the  stated  purposes  for  establishing  this  fund  are  so  broad,  it  could  be 
argued  that  the  majority  of  expenditures  conform  to  the  language  of  the 
agreement.  Since  the  Board  of  Regents  receives  no  details  of  the  actual 
expenditures  in  the  annual  report,  it  is  unable  to  determine  the  propriety 
of  the  payments  made  from  the  GPTF.  Therefore,  the  Board  of  Regents  must 
establish  guidelines  for  both  an  accounting  system  and  a  management 
reporting  system  for  all  trust  accounts  within  higher  education. 


Required  Fees  in  Public  Higher  Education 

In  a  memorandum,  dated  May  15,  1986,  from  Chancellor  Joseph  M. 
Finnegan  to  all  College  and  University  Presidents/Chancellors,  the  Regents 
expressed  great  concern  over  the  recent  growth  of  campus-based  fees  as  a 
proportion  of  student  expenses. 

Although  fees  are  established  by  the  Boards  of  Trustees  at  each 
institution,  the  "Tuition  Policy"  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Regents  on  March 
13,  1984  states  that  as  a  general  guideline,  the  Regents  believe  that 
across-the-board  fees  on  any  campus  should  not  exceed  30%  of  tuition. 
However,  for  the  academic  year  1985  -  86,  six  baccalaureate  campuses  had 
fees  ranging  from  34%  to  50%  of  their  resident  undergraduate  tuition.  For 
the  same  year  all  community  colleges  were  below  the  30%  norm. 
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Campus-based  fees  have  increased  significantly  in  recent  years. 
Since  entering  college  in  the  fall  of  1982,  seniors  at  eleven  of  the  thir- 
teen baccalaureate  campuses  experienced  fee  increases  proportionally  larger 
than  the  rise  in  their  tuitions.  The  same  has  been  true  at  fourteen  of  the 
fifteen  community  colleges  over  the  four-year  period.  At  the  University  of 
Massachusetts/ Amherst  and  Massachusetts  Bay  Community  College,  fees  have 
actually  increased  more  than  tuition. 

We  feel  that  the  Board  of  Regents  should  conduct  an  in-depth  exa- 
mination of  the  rationale  by  which  the  Boards  of  Trustees  establish  fees  at 
each  of  the  institutions  and  determine  the  causes  for  the  significant  fee 
increases  over  the  past  several  years.  It  is  possible  that,  had  the  Board 
of  Regents  served  in  a  pre-audit  capacity  in  establishing  fees,  the  recent 
upsurge  may  have  been  avoided  or  at  least  kept  within  a  reasonable  scale. 
Ultimately,  the  Regents  must  decide  whether  the  present  method  of 
establishing  fees  serves  the  best  interests  of  Higher  Education  in  general 
and  college  students  in  particular. 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
This  Agreement  is  entered  into  between  Westf ield  State  College  and 


WHEREAS,  a  controversy  has  arisen  between  the  parties  to  this 
Agreement  as  to  the  quality  and  overall  effect  of 
educational  experience  at  Westf ield  State  College;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  parties  desire  to  settle  their  differences  through  an 
informal  resolution  while  at  the  same  time  avoiding  unnecessary 
costs  and  inconvenience  of  litigation. 

NOW  THEREFORE,  in  consideration  of  the  mutual  covenants  and 
obligations  hereinafter  set  forth  the  parties  hereby  agree  as 
follows: 

Westfield  State  College  (the  College)  shall  pay  ten 
thousand  dollars  ($10,000)  to  from  monies 

cade  available  for  such  purposes. 

The  College  shall  grant  to        a  full  tuition  waiver 
at  Westfield  State  College  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  three 
semesters  commencing  with  the  spring  semester  1986. 

There  shall  be  no  retaliatory  action  taken  against 
by  the  College,  its  officers,  employees  or  agents. 

This  Agreement  is  entered  into  without  any  express  or 
implied  admission  that  the  College,  its  officers,  employees  or 
agents  have  in  any  way  violated  any  rights  of 

hereby  covenants  not  to  sue  and  agrees  to  release 
and  forever  discharge  the  Board  of  Regents  of  Higher  Education, 
the  College,  its  officers,  employees  or  agents  from  any  and  all 
causes  of  action  whatsoever,  of  every  name  and  nature,  both  in 
law  and  equity  which  have  arisen  or  may  arise  out  of  the 
alleged  controversy  between        and  the  College. 

This  Agreement  shall  not  constitute  any  precedent  and 
shall  not  be  introduced  or  referenced  by  the  parties  hereto  in 
any  future  forum  or  litigation. 

The  parties  hcr-evy  agree  that  this  agreement  and  the 
subject  matter  out  of  which  it  arises  shall  remain  confidential 
and  further  agree  not  to  make  public  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  this  Agreement. 


FOR  WESTFIELD  STATE  COLLEGE 


FOR 


Charles  ft,   Hapcooi 
Chairman,  Board  of  Trustees 


Date 


tfn/f*' 


) 


Date 


0(/i/tL 
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Sw&mJnt&foati&n/ and iyVnance^ 

Comptroller 's  Division        *7uUe^  JrC&trte'.  i/joLter*  C2/33 


Ellen  M.  O'Connor 
Comptroller 


June  24,  1986 


Mr.  Philip  A.  Kennedy 
Director  of  Fiscal  Affairs 
Westfield  State  College 
Western  Avenue 
Westfield,  MA   01086 

Dear  Mr.  Kennedy: 

The  Comptroller's  Division  has  conducted  a  post-audit  review  of 
Voucher  No.  174-077-291  wherein  £10,000  was  charged  against 
Account  No.  7115-3151  for  a  reimbursement  to  a  Westfield  State 
College  Trust  Fund  for  "Legal  Settlement  for  Tuition  Stipend." 
The  Comptroller's  Division  finds  that  the  payment  must  be 
disallowed  for  the  following  reasons. 

The  Comptroller's  Division  in  no  way  questions  the  authority  of 
Westfield  State  College  to  execute  a  c.258  settlement  agreement 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Office  of  the  Attorney  General. 
However,  ttye  method  of  payment,  an  issue  wholly  outside  the  ambit 
of  the  Attorney  General's  role,  was  improper.   The  $10,000  payment 
was  inappropriately  charged  to  Account  No.  7115-3151  which  is  not 
available  for  payment  of  this  c.258  legal  settlement.   In  order  to 
pay  a  c.258  legal  settlement  in  excess  of  $2,500,  a  state  agency 
must  first  receive  approval  from  the  Office  of  the  Attorney 
General.   Upon  receipt  of  such  approval,  the  agency  must  then 
receive  specific  legislative  approval,  unless  sufficient  monies 
a,re  available  in  the  Tort  Claim  Reserve  Account,  Account  No. 
1599-0008,  administered  by  the  Executive  Office  for  Administration 
and  Finance.   The  balance  in  the  Tort  Claim  Reserve  Account  is 
approximately  $70.00  and  has  been  under  $10,000  for  the  past  two 
months. 
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In  addition  to  the  charge  being  made  to  the  wrong  account,  the 
accounting  treatment  for  the  payment  was  also  mistakenly  handled 
The  transaction  was  charged  to  Object  Code  655  in  Subsidiary  13. 
Object  Code  655  is  for  the  expenditures  for  tuition,  educational 
stipends,  textbooks  and  supplies  for  educational  purposes.  The 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  dated  January  29,  1986  provided  that  the 
tuition  waiver  would  be  in  addition  to  the  $10,000  settlement. 

The  Comptroller's  Division  is  reversing  the  $10,000  charge. 

Please  call  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Truly, 


EMO'C/np 


Ellen  M.  O'Connor 
Comptroller 
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APPENDIX  E 


INDIVIDUALS  INTERVIEWED  BY  HPAO 
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INDIVIDUALS  INTERVIEWED 


Agnes,  Peter 
Beaubien,  David 
Berry,  Jane 
Campos,  Gabe 
Collins,  James 
Cushman,  George 
DePasquale,  Raymond 
Duffey,  Joseph 
Dukakis,  Michael 
Finnegan,  Joseph 
Flouton,  Cora 
Hapcook,  Charles 
Harding,  William 
Indelicato,  Gerard 
Joyce,  Martin 
Kennedy,  Philip 
Kidder,  Stephen 
Kiley,  Thomas 


Lashman,  L.  Edward 
Lynch,  Garreth 
Mace,  John 
Marcus,  John 
Martin,  Robert 
Mei,  Paul 
Mossaides,  Maria 


Nevins,  John 


Assistant  Secretary  of  Public  Safety 

Board  of  Regents  (Former  Chairman) 

WSC  Board  of  Trustees  (Chairperson) 

Bureau  Chief,  Comptroller's  Division 

Board  of  Regents  (Former  Chancellor) 

Bursar,  WSC  . 

Director  of  Admission,  STCC 

Chancellor,  U.Mass  Amherst 

Governor 

Vice-Chancellor,  Board  of  Regents 

Bookkeeper,  WSC 

WSC  Board  of  Trustees  (Former  Chairman) 

Supervisor,  Comptroller's  Division 

President,  Bridgewater  State  College 

Administrator,  Tort  Claims,  A&F 

Director  of  Financial  Affairs,  WSC 

Counsel,  A&F 

First  Assistant  A.G., 
Attorney  General's  Office 

Chairman,  Board  of  Regents 

Vice-President,  WSC 

Lt. ,  State  Police 

Director  of  Financial  Aid, WSC 

Dean,  WSC 

Vice-President  of  Financial  Affairs,  WSC 

Counsel,  Comptroller's  Division 

Chief  Ex.  Officer,  WSC 
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O'Connor,  Ellen 
Peters,  Mark 
Rauschenbach,  Henri 
Robinson,  Janet 
Ryan,  Matthew 
Salvas,  Rene 
Samel s,  James 
Schinness,  Roger 
Spolidoro,  Mary 
Starkel,  Henry 
Wallace,  Kimberly 
Walsh,  Julia 


State  Comptroller 

Legal  Counsel,  WSC 

State  Representative 

Vice-Chancellor,  Board  of  Regents 

District  Attorney,  Hampden  County 

Deputy  State  Comptroller 

Legal  Counsel,  Board  of  Regents 

Vice-Chancellor,  Board  of  Regents 

Budget  Director,  Board  of  Regents 

Security  Director,  WSC 

LT.,  WSC  Police 

Assistant  to  Vice-Chancellor,  Board  of 
Regents 


Mother  of  Student 
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APPENDIX  F 


CHRONOLOGY  OF  EVENTS 
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CHRONOLOGY  OF  EVENTS 


December,  1985 


-  Student  tells  mother  of  alleged  assault, 


December  31,  1985  -  Board  of  Regents  receives  a  call  from  a  woman  who 

claims  her  son  had  been  sexually  assaulted  by  the 
President  of  WSC.  Vice  Chancellor  Schinness  apprises 
Chancellor  Finnegan,  former  Chancellor  Duff  and 
Regents'  Chairman  Beaubien  of  the  call. 

January  2,  1986    -  Chancellor  Joseph  Duffey,  U.  Mass  Amherst,  meets  with 

President  Pilecki  who  denies  charges  and  calls 
Finnegan  to  obtain  name  of  accuser  and  to  again  deny 
charges. 

January  3,  1986    -  Finnegan  apprises  Regents'  Counsel  Samels  who  in  turn 

informs  Thomas  Kiley,  First  Assistant  Attorney  General 
and  Mark  Peters,  Counsel  for  Westfield  State  College. 


January  4,  1986  -  Peters  contacts  Schinness,  informs  him  that  he  repre- 
sents WSC,  and  indicates  that  Pilecki  denies  charges 
but  would  resign  rather  than  defend  publicly. 


January  6,  1986    -  Finnegan  meets  with  Samels  and  Schinness.   Schinness 

to  schedule  meeting  with  mother  of  student,  Samels  to 
contact  Peters.  Rep.  Rauschenbach,  acting  on  behalf 
of  the  mother,  calls  to  schedule  meeting  for  the  next 
day. 
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January  7,  1986    -  A  meeting  is  held  with  the  mother  of  the  student,  Rep, 

Rauschenbach,  Vice  Chancellor  Schinness,  General 
Counsel  Samels,  Chancellor  Finnegan  and  Attorney 
Peters.  At  this  meeting,  the  allegations  and  options 
for  settlement  are  discussed,  including  resignation  by 
Pilecki,  tuition  waiver  and  financial  consideration. 


January  7,  1986    -  President   Pilecki   requests   sabbatical   from   WSC 

Trustees. 


January  8,  1986    -  Regent  Chairman  Beaubien  informs  Governor  Dukakis 

about  Westfield  allegations. 


January  8,  1986    -  Mother  of  student  contacts  Hampden  County  DA's  Office. 


January  10,  1986   -  Meeting  at  Board  of  Regents  with  Chancellor  Finnegan, 

General  Counsel  Samels,  the  student's  parents,  Rep. 
Rauschenbach  and  Attorney  Peters.  Purpose  of  meeting 
is  to  discuss  a  possible  settlement. 


January  13,  1986   -  The  father  of  the  student  indicates  that  his  son  is 

agreeable  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  proposed 
settlement.  Counsel  Samels  reports  the  status  to 
Chancellor  Finnegan  who  informs  Chairman  Beaubien. 
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January  22,  1986   -  Executive  Committee  of  WSC  approves  a  sabbatical  leave 

for  administrative  reasons  for  Francis  J,  Pilecki,  to 
take  effect  January  27,  1986,  John  F.  Nevins  is  named 
Chief  Executive  Officer  of  WSC. 


January  27,  1986   -  Chancellor   Finnegan   reviews   the   Memorandum   of 

Agreement  between  WSC  and  the  student. 


January  28,  1986   -  Letter  from  Attorney  Mark  Peters  to  Chairman  Hapcook 

which  includes  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  for  signa- 
ture. Peters  advises  Hapcook  that  he  can  lawfully 
execute  the  agreement  on  behalf  of  the  College. 


January  29,  1986   -  Memorandum  of  Agreement  signed  by  Charles  Hapcook, 

Chairman  of  the  WSC  Board  of  Trustees. 


January  29,  1986   -  Check  prepared  from  the  Westfield  State  College  Trust 

Fund  Account  for  $10,000  payable  to  the  student. 
Check  No.  66857  drawn  on  Bank  of  New  England,  signed 
by  Paul  J.  Mei  and  George  Cushman. 


February  6,  1986   -  Chancellor  Duffey  calls  Pilecki  and  sets  up  a  meeting 

to  discuss  a  possible  position  for  Dr.  Pilecki. 


February  10,  1986  -  The  settlement  agreement  is  signed  by  the  student  and 

he  receives  a  $10,000  check. 
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February  11,  1986  -  Check   for  $10,000  is  cashed  by  the  student  at 

Northeast  Savings  Bank  in  Westfield. 


March,  1986 


-  Anonymous  four  page  letter  of  charges  against  WSC 
President  is  sent  to  Governor,  Regents  and  media. 


March  11,  1986 


-  Letter  from  President  Pilecki  to  WSC  Board  Chairman 
indicating  that  he  will  resign  Presidency  by  August 
31,  1986. 


March  14,  1986 


-  Inspector  General's  Office  receives  the  anonymous  four 
page  letter  with  a  cover  letter  signed  by  a  WSC 
employee.  Inspector  General's  Office  begins  investi- 
gation. 


March  18,  1986 


-  Batch  Transmittal  prepared  at  WSC  for  $10,000  reimbur- 
sement from  the  WSC  budgetary  account  to  the  WSC  Trust 
Fund  Account. 


April  23,  1986 


-  Batch  Transmittal  for  $10,000  reimbursement  received 
at  the  Comptroller's  Office. 


April  28,  1986 


-  Inspector  General  closes  investigation  of  WSC  allega- 
tions. 


May  9,  1986 


-  Comptroller  approves  $10,000  reimbursement  to  WSC. 
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May  12,  1986       -  Budget  request  for  a  $70,000  consultant  study  prepared 

by  Board  or  Regents  and  sent  to  Senate  Ways  and  Means, 


May  12,  1986       -  WSC  receives  $10,000  reimbursement  to  Trust  Fund 

Account, 


June  2,  1986 


Newspaper  (Valley  Advocate)  publishes  the  Memorandum 
of  Agreement, 


June  3,  1986       -  Springfield  Morning  Union  published  sexual  allegation 

charge  and  identifies  student  involved. 


June  17,  1986      -Letter  to  Chairman  David  Beaubien,   from  Governor 

Michael  Dukakis,  requesting  an  investigation  of  the 
allegations  concerning  Westfield  State  College, 


June  18,  1986 


Hampden  County  Grand  Jury  begins  hearing  evidence  on 
WSC  allegations. 


June  30,  1986      -  WSC  Trustees  suspend  President  Pilecki, 
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HOUSE  POST  AUDIT  AND  OVERSIGHT  BUREAU 

Richard  F.  Tobin,  Jr. 
Director 

Michael  J.  Del  Vecchio,  Deputy  Director 
Dennis  F.  Griffin,  Assistant  Director 
David  L.  Malloy,  Program  Analyst  I 

Robert  M.  Brigham,  Program  Analyst  II 


